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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/12/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding claims 1, 7, and 13, redundant backup units that can take over 
operations in the event of a failure is generally well known in the art, and is illustrated in 
the Eyuboglu reference. The Jappaninen reference shows multiple GTP units in a 
GPRS system, which can function as said redundant backup units. The combination of 
the two references reads on applicant's claims. The motivation to combine is allow the 
network to continue to function in the event of the failure of one of the units. The 
combination is obvious and does not require creativeness and inventiveness to achieve 
a functional and workable entity. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the Invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eyuboglu 
in view of Jappinen. 

Regarding claim 1 , detecting a failure or a shutdown of a unit; detecting if the 
failed unit controlled any data sessions before it failed; if the failed GTP-C/S controlled 
any data sessions before it failed, closing all the data sessions and accounting sessions 
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related to the data sessions is disclosed in Eyuboglu, paragraph 69 (the ATs detect that 
their the sessions controlled by the failed RNC exist, and close them to negotiate new 
sessions). The unit being a GTP-C/s in a GGSN is missing from Eyuboglu, however, 
Jappinen discloses in figure 3, a GGPRS system with redundant GTP units located in 
the RNCs. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the method of Eyuboglu in the system of Jappinen. The motivation 
would be to deal with the failure of a GTP unit in an RNC. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eyuboglu 
in view of Jappinen in further view of Budhraja. 

Regarding claim 2, detecting a presence of a spare, non-utilized, data session 
control unit (GTP-C spare) in the GGSN; assigning to the GTP-C spare a role of GTP- 
CA by assigning an IP address previously held by the GTP-C/S that failed to the GTP-C 
spare; and starting the GTP-C spare as a GTP-C/S is missing from Eyuboglu. 
However, Budhraja discloses in column 1, lines 24-32, a standby telecommunications 
module being switched to the IP address of the main module in the event of a failure. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
method of Budhraja is the system of Eyuboglu and Jappinen. The motivation would be 
to load balance by putting re-started sessions on the non-utilized module, which would 
presumably have sufficient resources for the sessions (Eyuboglu, paragraph 72). 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eyuboglu 
in view of Jappinen in further view of Naron. 
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Regarding ciaim 3, detecting in the GGSN a lack of a heartbeat message sent by 
the failed GTP-C/s is missing from Eyuboglu. However, Naron discloses in column 1 1 , 
lines 41-45, monitoring a heartbeat message to detect a system failure. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the heartbeat 
message of Naron in the system of Eyuboglu and Jappinen. The motivation would be to 
monitor the health of the modules in the network (Eyuboglu, paragraph 70). 
5. Claim 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Eyuboglu in view of Jappinen in further view of Suumaki. 

Regarding claim 4, detecting if the failed GTP-C/S comprises any PDP context 
before it failed is missing from Eyuboglu. However, Suumaki discloses in column 14, 
lines 6-12, detecting a PDP context for a session. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the detection of Suumaki in the 
system of Eyuboglu. The motivation would be to detect QoS information about the 
session, which would be useful for determining the resources necessary for re- 
connection (Suumaki, column 3, lines 52-54, see also Eyuboglu, paragraph 72, 
disclosing load balancing the re-connections in case of failure). 

Regarding claim 5, the step of detecting if the failed GTP-C/s comprises any PDP 
context before it failed, is performed in a master data session control unit (GTP-C/m) of 
the GGSN is missing from Eyuboglu. However, Suumaki discloses in column 14, lines 
6-12, detecting the PDP context for a session. Further, Eyuboglu discloses in 
paragraph 72 an master resource control agent performing load-balancing. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
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detection of Suumaki in the control agent of Eyuboglu. The motivation would be to 
detect QoS information about the session, which would be useful for determining the 
resources necessary for re-connection (Suumaki, column 3, lines 52-54, see also 
Eyuboglu, paragraph 72, disclosing load balancing the re-connections in case of 
failure). 

6. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eyuboglu 
in view of Jappinen in further view of Okouchi. 

Regarding claim 6, transmitting from a master data session control unit (GTP- 
C/m) of the GGSN to each data session payload unit (GTP-U) of the GGSN a Close 
Session message requesting that all active data sessions controlled by the GTP-C/S 
that failed be closed; and closing by each GTP-U of the GGSN all active data sessions 
controlled by the GTP-C/s that failed is missing from Eyuboglu and Jappinen. However, 
Eyuboglu does disclose in paragraph 69 that sessions belonging to the failed RNC are 
closed in order to negotiate new sessions. Further, Okouchi discloses in column 22, 
lines 60-63, a master unit sending a message to slave units to close sessions, and the 
slave units closing the sessions. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at 
the time of the invention to use the mechanism of Okouchi in the system of Eyuboglu. 
The motivation would be to centralize the closing of the sessions. 

7. Claims 7 and 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Eyuboglu in view of Jappinen in further view of Budhraja and Okouchi. 

Regarding claim 7, detecting a failure or a shutdown of the main unit; detecting, 
among all remaining available units, the unit with the least load, and electing the unit 
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with the least load as a fail-over unit for the unit that failed; recovering by the elected 
fail-over unit information related to the failed unit from other units; and starting the 
elected unit as a main unit is disclosed in Eyuboglu, paragraph 69 (the AT's detect that 
their the sessions controlled by the failed RNC exist, and close them to negotiate new 
sessions) and paragraphs 70 (disclosing designating new default RNCs, which is 
equivalent to a master unit for that particular RN) and paragraph 72 (disclosing load 
balancing the new sessions among remaining RNCs). Rebuilding by the elected unit an 
information database using the information related to the failed unit is missing from 
Eyuboglu, however, Budhraja discloses in column 3, lines 20-29, a memory that stores 
information relating to a failed unit in a telecommunications system for use in the event 
of failure. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to have the backup unit access the information regarding the failed unit as is 
done in Budhraja in the system of Eyuboglu. The motivation would be to allow rapid 
switching to the backup unit (Budhraja, column 3, lines 42-44). That the unit is the 
GTP-C/m in a GGSN is missing from Eyuboglu. however, Jappinen discloses in figure 
3, a GGPRS system with redundant GTP units located in the RNCs. Further, Okouchi 
discloses in column 22, lines 60-63, a master unit and slave units in a system. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the method 
of Eyuboglu in the systems of Jappinen and Okouchi. The motivation would be to deal 
with the failure of a GTP unit in an RNC. 

Regarding claim 9, the step of detecting the GTP-C with the least load, 
comprises the step of: sending a GTP-C failure notification to each remaining GTP-C 
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units of the GGSN is disclosed in Eyuboglu, paragraph 75 (the RNCs communicate 
routing information, which would include notification of failure, for the purpose of load 
balancing). 

Regarding claim 10, the GTP-C detected to have the least load is a spare, non- 
utilized, GTP-C unit of the GGSN is missing from Eyuboglu. However, Budhraja 
discloses in column 1, lines 24-32, a standby telecommunications module being 
switched to the IP address of the main module in the event of a failure. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the method of 
Budhraja is the system of Eyuboglu and Jappinen. The motivation would be to load 
balance by putting re-started sessions on the non-utilized module, which would 
presumably have sufficient resources for the sessions (Eyuboglu, paragraph 72).. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , the GTP-C detected to have the least load is a slave GTP-C 
selected among all active slave GTP-CS of the GGSN is disclosed in Eyuboglu, 
paragraph 70 (the new reassigned default RNCs are chosen from the active set of 
RNCs). 

Regarding claim 12, closing by the selected slave GTP-C all currently controlled 
Packet Data Protocol (PDP) Contexts related to its supported data sessions is missing 
from Eyuboglu. However, Jappinen disclosed in paragraph 30, closing PDP contexts 
associated with a failed unit. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to close the PDP contexts. The motivation would be to not leave 
them hanging, thereby wasting resources (Jappinen, paragraph 30). 
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8- Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eyuboglu 
in view of Jappinen in further view of Budhraja and Okouchi in further view of Naron. 

Regarding claim 8, the step of detecting a failure or a shutdown of the GTP-C/m 
in the GGSN comprises the step of: detecting in the GGSN a lack of a heartbeat 
message sent by the failed GTP-C/m. is missing from Eyuboglu. However, Naron 
discloses in column 11, lines 41-45, monitoring a heartbeat message to detect a system 
failure. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
to use the heartbeat message of Naron in the system of Eyuboglu and Jappinen. The 
motivation would be to monitor the health of the modules in the network (Eyuboglu, 
paragraph 70). 

9. Claims 13 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jappinen in view of Eyuboglu in further view of Okouchi. 

Regarding claim 13, a plurality of GPT units, each being set to controlling a 
plurality of data sessions for an MS, and a plurality of GPT-Us units for supporting a 
routing a payload of the data sessions is disclosed in Jappinen, figure 3, elements 
GPT1-6, and elements 34-35 (showing a typical GPRS system). A master unit 
detecting a failure or a shutdown of one of the units, the master unit further detecting if 
the failed unit controlled any data sessions before it failed and if the failed unit controlled 
all data sessions before it failed is missing from Jappinen. However, Eyuboglu 
discloses in paragraph 70 a RNC resource controller detecting a failure of an RNC and 
dealing with the failed RNCs sessions. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art at the time of the invention to have a master unit detect a failure and the affected 
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sessions in the system of Jappinen. The motivation would be to allow centralized load 
balancing of the failed sessions (Eyuboglu, paragraph 72). the master unit requesting 
from the plurality of payload units to close all the data sessions; wherein the payload 
units respond to the request by closing all accounting sessions related to the data 
sessions is missing from Jappinen and Eyuboglu. However, Eyuboglu does disclose in 
paragraph 69 that sessions belonging to the failed RNC are closed in order to negotiate 
new sessions. Further, Okouchi discloses in column 22, lines 60-63, a master unit 
sending a message to slave units to close sessions, and the slave units closing the 
sessions. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the mechanism of Okouchi in the system of Eyuboglu. The motivation 
would be to centralize the closing of the sessions. 

Regarding claim 17, the GTP-C/m transmits to each GTP-U of the GGSN a 
Close Session Request message for requesting that all active data sessions controlled 
by the GTP-C/s that failed to be closed; and responsive to the Close Session Request 
message, each GTP-U of the GGSN close all active data sessions controlled by the 
GTP-C/s that failed is missing from Eyuboglu and Jappinen. However, Eyuboglu does 
disclose in paragraph 69 that sessions belonging to the failed RNC are closed in order 
to negotiate new sessions. Further, Okouchi discloses in column 22, lines 60-63, a 
master unit sending a message to slave units to close sessions, and the slave units 
closing the sessions. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
the invention to use the mechanism of Okouchi in the system of Jappinen and 
Eyuboglu. The motivation would be to centralize the closing of the sessions. 
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10. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jappinen in view of Eyuboglu in further view of Okouchi and Budhraja. 

Regarding claim 14, the GGSN further comprises a spare, non-utilized, data 
session control unit (GTP-C spare), and wherein: the GTP-C/m detects a presence of a 
spare, non-utilized, data session control unit (GTP-C spare) in the GGSN, the GTP-C/m 
replaces the failed GTP-C/s with the GTP-C spare by assigning an IP address 
previously held by the GTP-C/s that failed, and a role of GTP-C/S, to the GTP-C spare, 
and starts the GTP-C spare as a GTP-C/s is missing from Jappinen. However, 
Budhraja discloses in column 1, lines 24-32, a standby telecommunications module 
being switched to the IP address of the main module in the event of a failure. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use'the method 
of Budhraja is the system of Jappinen. The motivation would be to load balance by 
putting re-started sessions on the non-utilized module, which would presumably have 
sufficient resources for the sessions (Eyuboglu, paragraph 72). 

11. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jappinen in view of Eyuboglu in further view of Okouchi and Naron. 

Regarding claim 15, the GTP-C/m detects the failure or the shutdown of the 
GTP-C/s by detecting a lack of a heartbeat message sent by the failed GTP-C/s is 
missing from Jappinen and Eyuboglu. However, Naron discloses in column 11, lines 
41-45, monitoring a heartbeat message to detect a system failure. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the heartbeat 
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message of Naron in the system of Eyuboglu and Jappinen. The motivation would be to 
monitor the health of the modules in the network (Eyuboglu, paragraph 70). 
12. Claims 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jappinen in view of Eyuboglu in further view of Okouchi and Suumaki. 

Regarding claim 16, detecting if the failed GTP-C/s comprises any FDR context 
before it failed is missing from Jappinen and Eyuboglu. However, Suumaki discloses in 
column 14, lines 6-12, detecting a PDF context for a session. It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the detection of 
Suumaki in the system of Jappinen and Eyuboglu. The motivation would be to detect 
QoS information about the session, which would be useful for determining the resources 
necessary for re-connection (Suumaki, column 3, lines 52-54, see also Eyuboglu, 
paragraph 72, disclosing load balancing the re-connections in case of failure). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cynthia L Davis whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
31 1 7. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 to 6, Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571) 272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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